REMARKS 



The Specification and Claims have been reviewed for typographical and grammatical errors. 
A word was found to be missing a line 27 of page 9, and a correction has been requested. Just as the 
hole in a puzzle for a single missing piece defines the shape of the piece that fits it, the grammar of the 
last sentence on page 9 suggests what is missing, and it is therefore believed that the requested 
correction adds no new matter whatsoever. 

Turning now to the recent action requiring RESTRICTION and its aftermath, applicants have 
earlier elected Group I, which consisted of Claims 1 - 4, and requested that Claims 5 and 6 be 
withdrawn from consideration, pending their re-introduction in a Continuing case. 

The Examiner's original letter indicated a further requirement for an election of species in 
the event that Group I was elected. Applicants elected the purported species of Figure 1. If applicants 
correctly understand the statements made in that and the subsequent letter, examination would be 
restricted to the elected species, which would seem to preclude the production and citation of art that 
might affect Figures 3 and 4. Claim 4 was directed to Figure 4, and to advance the prosecution of this 
case that claim has been canceled. 

So, we have a case with one independent claim and a minor variation in one dependent claim 
that does not seem to be relevant to this controversy about species being shown in the figures. With 
respect, applicants have always thought that in the US the CLAIMS defined the invention, and if there 
were an issue concerning an undue multiplication in the claims owing to the presence of species, then 
it is the language of applicant's claims that enables those species to be visible; not some later imposed 
judgement by another based interpreting the disclosure. One cannot help but wonder: If the claims had 
been considered upon a first impression and in isolation without the drawings, what language in the 
claims favors their analysis under a genus/species paradigm, as opposed to a normal restriction? In this 
case it would seem that simple restriction was most appropriate. HMmm .... Anyway, after this 
amendment we are down to one independent claim (1) and a tightly coupled dependent claim (2), and 
Figure 1. Claims 1 and 2 are readable on Figure 1. Claim 1 is also readable on Figures 3 and 4. That, 
then, is the list of remaining claims that are readable on the selected species. (In all candor, even for 
simple restriction and without resorting to the notion of species, we do not understand how it will be 
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possible to examine claim 1 without considering any art that would seem to be pertinent to Figures 3 
and 4. For example, if the Examiner found Figure 4 in the prior art, would a claim to Figure 1 have 
much of a chance of being allowable?) 



The above is believed to constitute a complete response to the requirement for 
RESTRICTION imposed by the Examiner. 



Continued examination is requested, and favorable action is respectfully solicited. 
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